Introduction
============

Attentional resources are limited and constrain the capacity to process information. In particular, there is a limit to how quickly attention can be allocated and reallocated to a different object or parts of the same object (Hopf et al., [@B22]). This limitation becomes particularly evident when considering that the visual world is intrinsically organized in a hierarchical manner. For instance, a forest has trees, and a tree in turn is composed of leaves. This example reflects the ubiquitous embedded relation between global and local parts present in the world. When attending to the global shape of an object, such as a tree, there is less attention available to attend to the fine grained detail, such as the leaves, and redirecting attention between levels -- from the global shape to the local details or vice versa -- is known to be inherently slow. In psychophysical tests subjects are typically much faster in detecting the global pattern than the local detail; this phenomenon known as the "global precedence effect" (Navon, [@B39]) clearly illustrates the limitations in the speed of allocation of attention between the local and the global level.

For long, such limitations in attention were thought to be unmodifiable (Kastner and Ungerleider, [@B26]; Chun and Marois, [@B7]). However, recent work has challenged this notion by showing that attention can indeed be trained. For instance, when subjects are trained to detect the local detail of an image, they can learn to detect it as quickly as the global shape, overcoming the global precedence effect (Dulaney and Marks, [@B13]). However, these types of training are specific to the stimulus material or the task that was practiced, showing little or at best limited transfer to new tasks, considerably restricting the benefit of training (Chun, [@B6]; Dulaney and Marks, [@B13]; Makovski et al., [@B36]; Kelley and Yantis, [@B27]). Notably, more flexible or integrated training regimes that involve constant switching of processing priorities, stimulus material, and regular adjustment to diverse and new task demands might lead to greater transfer across contexts (Bherer et al., [@B2]). In line with this proposal, it has been shown that real world training paradigms such as action video game playing are associated with more general training effects (Rauscher et al., [@B41]; Green and Bavelier, [@B17], [@B18]; Jancke, [@B23]). Those improvements are seen across several tasks and cognitive functions like visuo-spatial capacity, visual acuity, visual attention, task switching, decision making, speed of processing, etc. (Bavelier et al., [@B1]). However, improvements in task performance in video game players have also been associated with undesirable outcomes, such as increments in aggressive behavior (Lemmens et al., [@B29]) and the risk of addiction (Weinstein, [@B52]). Meditation might be a valuable alternative as its practice involves not only training attentional (Lutz et al., [@B32]) but also emotional regulation (Lutz et al., [@B31]), thus promoting emotional balance and well-being.

During meditation attention is engaged onto an object for extended periods of time. When distraction occurs the practitioner is trained not to cling to the object of distraction but rather to disengage attention from it and to reengage attention onto the object of focus (Jha et al., [@B24]; Lutz et al., [@B32]). Therefore, meditation is hypothesized to train the ability to engage and disengage attention from target stimuli in response to task demands (Lutz et al., [@B32]). In line with this idea, recent studies have shown that the practice of meditation exerts rather general effects on attention (Jha et al., [@B24]; Lutz et al., [@B32]; Slagter et al., [@B43]). For example, meditation improves the allocation of attention in the temporal domain, as measured by the attentional blink task (Slagter et al., [@B44]; van Leeuwen et al., [@B50]), and the capacity to sustain attention for prolonged periods of time (Carter et al., [@B4]). Evidence thus suggests that meditation might be a way to overcome capacity limitations of attention in a general manner, while also promoting well-being and positive emotions. Furthermore, meditation does not impose high demands on the practitioner, e.g., high dexterity or visual acuity as in video game playing, making it a suitable practice across the lifespan.

Here, we test the prediction that meditation may exert general and enduring modifications on attention by virtue of training the ability to allocate and reallocate attention. We evaluated this prediction in a global-to-local task, in which subjects must attend to either the global pattern or the local elements of a stimulus in order to successfully detect a target item. Specifically, we investigated the effects of two commonly practiced meditation styles: focused attention (FA) meditation and open monitoring (OM) meditation (Lutz et al., [@B32]). During FA meditation practitioners develop the ability to attend to a relatively narrow range of items as attention is sustained on a chosen object, such as the breath. Once the ability to sustain attention on an object is mastered, the ability to monitor attention and to protect it from distraction becomes the main point of transition into OM meditation. Here, the focus is released and the practitioner becomes attentive moment-by-moment to anything that occurs in experience (Lutz et al., [@B32]). Considering this fundamental difference in meditation style and in the aperture of the focus of attention, we expected that increasing the aperture of visual attention during OM meditation would facilitate global processing while decreasing the aperture during FA meditation would facilitate local processing (Stoffer, [@B45]; Lin et al., [@B30]). To investigate this, we tested two groups of meditation practitioners. We expected a group of highly trained monks and nuns with experience in both practices to show a reduction in global precedence, as they are equally trained on FA and OM meditation, while we expected to find a bias toward local stimulus processing in less experienced meditators with training in FA meditation only. In a longitudinal design, we exposed the latter group to a 4-day OM meditation retreat, predicting that, as the practitioner is trained to release the narrow focus of attention established during FA meditation, the local processing bias should wash out as the aperture of attention increases.

In addition, we measured event-related potentials (ERPs) in a group of highly trained Buddhist monks and nuns to investigate the underlying changes in brain activity and their time course related to the effects of meditation on hierarchical stimulus processing and attentional selection in the global-to-local task. Meditation has been shown to affect bottom-up attention and early sensory processing of information by improving perceptual discrimination and reducing inter-sensory facilitation effects (MacLean et al., [@B35]; van den Hurk et al., [@B49]). Therefore we expected to see changes already at the level of the early components of the visual evoked response, such as the P1 and N1. For example, as the P1 has previously been found to be selective for local target information (Evans et al., [@B14]), we expected changes in bottom-up processing to be reflected in differences in the magnitude, latency, or laterality of this component between the two groups. In addition, previous work has shown that meditation can improve the ability to rapidly and efficiently allocate attention in time (Slagter et al., [@B44]; van Leeuwen et al., [@B50]), such that meditators exhibit a much diminished and sometimes even absent attentional blink. In these studies, analysis of the ERP time course revealed that meditators were better able to distribute attentional resources between the first and second target, suggesting a faster reallocation of attention in time (Slagter et al., [@B44]). We thus expected that, by virtue of training the mechanisms of attentional engagement and disengagement, meditators would display an enhanced ability to engage attention onto the target level (global/local) of a compound stimulus and reallocate it to the respective other level, effectively reducing the global precedence effect. We expected that this enhanced ability would correspond to a more frequent selection of target level information in the meditators, as measured in the ERP.

The results confirm that the practice of meditation strongly affects the allocation of attentional resources in space, resulting in a significant reduction, or even complete reversal, of global precedence, depending on the specific meditation style that is practiced. This behavioral advantage was mirrored electrophysiologically, (at the ERP level) by earlier and more frequent selection of target level information in the meditator group, which together suggest that meditation alters both the uptake of information at the level of early visual processing and the depth of processing.

Materials and Methods
=====================

Participants
------------

Eight Buddhist monks and nuns with, on average, 5 years (SD 2 years) training in both FA and OM meditation practices were recruited from the Vietnamese Zen center in Frankfurt am Main, Germany (mean age 29 years; SD 9; 3 female). In addition, eight age and education matched control participants with no meditation experience (mean age 29 years; SD 8; 3 female) participated in the cross-sectional EEG study. For the longitudinal study, six meditation practitioners with, on average, 3 years (SD 1 year) experience in FA meditation practices were recruited from the Vietnamese Zen center in Frankfurt am Main, Germany (mean age 50 years; SD 10; 4 female). These participants were recruited from a group of meditators who take part in a weekly FA meditation course and had regular practice in FA meditation. The control group that also took part in the longitudinal study consisted of six age and education matched participants with no previous meditation experience (mean age 50 years; SD 9; 4 female). All participants were right-handed, had normal or corrected-to-normal visual acuity and informed consent was obtained from each participant before the experiment.

Stimuli and procedure
---------------------

E-Prime software (version 1.0.2) was used for stimulus presentation and response collection. Compound stimuli were used which consisted of a large number made up of small numbers. Numbers 1, 2, 3, and 4 were used at both levels in eight different stimulus configurations shown in Figure [1](#F1){ref-type="fig"}A. Numbers 1 and 2 served as the target number, which could appear at the global or local level with equal probability. Numbers 3 and 4 served as neutral distracters and appeared at the global level if the target numbers appeared at the local level and vice versa. Stimuli were displayed in black at the center of the screen on a grey background. The global numbers subtended approximately 5.3° × 1.3°-2.3° of visual angle in the vertical and horizontal planes, respectively. The local stimuli occupied approximately 0.38° of visual angle. Subjects were seated 70 cm from a computer monitor in a darkened room.

![**Outline of the global-to-local paradigm and stimuli**. A trial started with the presentation of a fixation cross lasting between 1 and 1.5 s followed by the presentation of one of eight possible stimuli displayed in **(A)**. Subjects had to detect the target numbers 1 and 2 which appeared either at the global level or at the local level of the hierarchical stimulus and respond as quickly as possible via button press. They were instructed to press the "Z" key when the target 1 appeared and the "M" key when the target 2 appeared. The stimulus itself was presented for 100 ms and replaced by a blank shown until the subject responded via a button press. **(B)** Outline of a single trial.](fnhum-06-00133-g001){#F1}

Figure [1](#F1){ref-type="fig"}B illustrates the experimental paradigm. Each trial began with the presentation of a central fixation cross that remained on the screen for a random duration between 1 and 1.5 s. This was followed by the presentation of the compound stimulus (100 ms) after which a blank was presented until subjects responded. Subjects had to indicate as quickly and accurately as possible whether the target number (1 or 2) appeared at the global or local level via button press on a standard keyboard. When subjects saw the target number 1 or 2 they pressed the response key that corresponded to that target number, independent of the level at which the target appeared. The experiment was divided into 8 blocks of 128 trials. In total 1024 trials were collected. Subjects were allowed to pause between blocks. The experiment lasted approximately 45 min. Before the experiment, subjects practiced the task in 24 trials.

In the longitudinal study both the group of meditation practitioners as well as the group of controls participated twice with a 4-day interval. Only the meditation practitioners took part in an OM meditation retreat during the 4-day interval.

Electrophysiological recordings
-------------------------------

For the cross-sectional study, EEG was recorded in an electrically shielded, sound attenuated, dark cabin. EEG was recorded using a 129-channel Geodesic Sensor Net and amplified with an AC-coupled high input impedance (200 MΩ) amplifier (Geodesic EEG System 200; Electrical Geodesics Inc., Eugene, OR, USA). Data were acquired with NetStation™ software. EEG was digitized at 1000 Hz, and stored on a hard drive. The scalp impedance of each sensor was kept below 50 kΩ, as suggested by the manufacturer. Horizontal and vertical eye movements were monitored by means of electrodes placed at the outer canthi of the eyes and the superior and inferior orbits. All electrodes were referenced online to the vertex.

Data analysis
-------------

### Statistical analysis of the behavioral data

Only correct responses were considered for analysis. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed on averaged correct responses (RTs) between 200 and 2000 ms. For the longitudinal and cross-sectional data analysis we ran a mixed ANOVA with the between-subject factor *group* (meditators, age matched controls) and within-subject factors *precedence* (global, local). The within-subject factor *session* (before and after 4-day interval) was included in the analysis of the longitudinal data.

### EEG data analysis

The continuous EEG was filtered with a bandpass (0.3--30 Hz) finite impulse response filter (Kaiser type). The EEG to compound stimuli was extracted in epochs of 1300 ms with a 500-ms prestimulus baseline. Trials containing voltages exceeding 200 μV, or gradients exceeding 55 μV were rejected, and bad channels were interpolated. Trials were visually inspected to reject cases with potential drifts, eye movements or electromyographic activity. Artifact free trials were averaged across the same stimulus category (local target/global target), baseline corrected over a 200-ms window, and digitally transformed to an average reference. The EEGLAB MATLAB toolbox was used for visualization and topographic plots (Delorme and Makeig, [@B12]).

### Statistical analysis of ERPs

We carried out two complementary analyses on the ERPs to gain a full understanding of the event-related data. First, we analyzed the mean amplitude of P1 (55--90 ms), N1 (130--190 ms), N2 (200--250 ms) and P3 (250--400 ms). We focused on those ERP components as previous studies have related them to global/local processing (Han and Chen, [@B19]; Proverbio et al., [@B40]; Evans et al., [@B14]; Conci et al., [@B8]) and we aimed at investigating whether meditators and controls differed in ERPs known to reflect hierarchical stimulus processing (global/local relations). However, one drawback of this approach is that differences that lie outside the investigated ERP components remain undetected. To circumvent this limitation, we ran a second, exploratory analysis. To investigate whether there were electrodes/time bins that were different from the potentials discussed before but were also sensitive to group differences in local/global processing; we conducted a whole-brain analysis. In this analysis, we systematically examined group differences in all regions that showed a significant difference between local and global processing. For both analyses we restricted our analysis window to 400-ms post stimulus to avoid confounds from motor response execution that occurred on average at 421 and 543 ms in the meditator and the control population, respectively.

To increase statistical power of the component-based analysis, mean amplitude was computed over groups of electrodes representative of the topography of each scalp component. Regions of interest (ROIs) were selected based on the compound waveform of all conditions to minimize selection bias. We identified an occipital P1 (electrodes: 58, 59, 65, 66, 70, 83, 84, 90, 91, 96) and N1 (58, 64, 65, 69, 70, 71, 82, 83, 89, 90, 95, 96), a lateral occipital N2 (64, 65, 68, 69, 89, 90, 94, 95) and a centroparietal P3 (31, 37, 42, 52, 53, 54, 55, 61, 62, 67, 77, 78, 79, 80, 86, 87, 129). Figures [3](#F3){ref-type="fig"}A, [4](#F4){ref-type="fig"}A, [5](#F5){ref-type="fig"}A and [6](#F6){ref-type="fig"}A illustrate the topographies and selected electrodes for each component. As for the behavioral data, we analyzed the ERP with a mixed ANOVA with precedence (local, global) and hemisphere (left, right), when applicable, as within-subjects factors and group (meditators, control) as between-subject factor.

To evaluate effects not captured by the component-based ERP analysis we carried out a data-driven analysis, in which we first collapsed the data from the meditator and control group and then calculated a *t*-test at *p* = 0.01 of precedence (Local vs. Global) per time point and electrode. We applied a cluster threshold that included only those electrodes and time points that were significant over a period of 15 ms or more over at least two contiguous electrodes (Thorpe et al., [@B46]; Dehaene et al., [@B10]; Murray et al., [@B38]). Anterior effects (frontal electrodes) were excluded due to the potential contamination by eye movements/blinks in these regions. Figure [7](#F7){ref-type="fig"} illustrates the electrodes and topographies of each of the five clusters revealed with this procedure. Precedence effects were observed over temporal electrodes (50, 56, 57, 64) between 45 and 75 ms, over frontal electrodes (11, 12, 19) between 65 and 80 ms, over right occipital electrodes (82, 83, 88, 89, 90) between 140 and 190 ms, over centroparietal electrodes (31, 52, 53, 54, 59, 60, 61, 62, 66, 70, 71, 72, 77, 78, 79, 80, 86, 87) between 255 and 290 ms, and finally over centroparietal electrodes (50, 51, 52, 53, 58, 59, 60, 61, 65, 66, 67, 69, 70, 71, 74, 76, 77, 78, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 89, 90, 91, 92, 96, 97) between 380 and 400 ms. Mean amplitudes per cluster were then submitted to a repeated measures ANOVA with factors precedence and group.

Finally, to determine whether behavior covaried with ERP amplitude, we correlated the behavioral difference in response times between global and local targets with the difference in ERP amplitude responses to global and local targets for each time bin, as determined by the data-driven analysis (using Pearson's correlation).

### Source reconstruction analysis of the EEG data

To identify the brain areas involved in processing precedence and their differential modulation by group we estimated source locations of the ERP signals using SPM 8 (<http://www.fil.ion.ucl.ac.uk/spm/software/spm8/>). We selected four time windows that included periods from the component-based and data-driven ERP analysis: 45--90, 130--190, 200--250, and 250--400 ms. Three-dimensional source reconstruction of ERP signals were performed by the Multiple Sparse Priors (MSP) approach (Friston et al., [@B16]). A tessellated cortical mesh was created per subject using a template brain of the Montreal Neurological Institute (MNI). This mesh containing 8196 vertices served as a brain model to estimate current source distribution. Positions of current dipoles were restricted to the cortical surface and were evenly placed at each node of the mesh. This dipole mesh was spatially co-registered with the electrode locations. Then, we constructed a head spherical model for the forward solution for each data set after which an inverse reconstruction with the MSP approach was calculated for each time period of interest. The inverse reconstruction was performed for each experimental condition (global target condition, local target condition) and group (meditators, controls) separately via a group inversion step where the condition specific ERPs of all subjects in a group were inverted together to ensure consistency over the individual models. This resulted in four separate inverse reconstruction solutions for which sources were normalized and common to all participants within each group for each condition. Furthermore sources were computed over the whole frequency spectrum that our ERPs contained, namely 0.3--30 Hz.

For the second-level (group level) analysis, the resultant MSP images were submitted to a random-effect analysis in SPM in a full factorial design with group as between-subject factor, and condition, as within-subject factor. An *F*-test was calculated per time period to investigate an interaction effect between group (meditators, controls) and condition (global target, local target), thresholded with family wise error (FWE) correction at *p *\< 0.05. *p*-Values for each cluster of source activity in the stimulus-locked analysis, and corresponding MNI coordinates, are displayed in Table [1](#T1){ref-type="table"}. *t*-Test per group were followed to further investigate the direction of the interaction.

###### 

**Results of the full factorial source reconstruction analysis for each of the four time windows investigated**.

  Time period (ms)   Side    MNI coordinate region            Peak MNI coordinates   No. of voxels   P FEW-corrected          
  ------------------ ------- -------------------------------- ---------------------- --------------- ----------------- ------ -------
  45--90             Left    Temporoparietal junction         −44                    −58             26                230    0.001
                     Left    Dorsolateral prefrontal cortex   −36                    44              12                30     0.018
  130--190           Left    Temporo-occipital junction       −42                    −54             14                1187   0.000
                     Right   Anterior temporal pole           48                     12              −20               1188   0.000
                     Right   Inferior parietal lobe           36                     −56             40                542    0.000
                     Left    Middle temporal gyrus            −68                    −26             −6                1403   0.000
                     Right   Middle temporal gyrus            36                     −74             20                339    0.001
                     Right   Middle occipital gyrus           28                     −90             −4                137    0.000
                     Left    Middle occipital gyrus           −52                    −74             0                 67     0.004
                     Left    Inferior frontal gyrus           −30                    24              −4                130    0.001
                     Right   Inferior frontal gyrus           46                     18              −10               147    0.009
                     Right   Anterior cingulate               8                      32              −10               68     0.000
                     Left    Inferior occipital gyrus         −30                    −86             −12               93     0.000
                     Left    Precuneus                        −32                    −82             36                189    0.000
  200--250           Left    Inferior parietal lobe           −36                    −58             42                73     0.005
  250--400           Right   Inferior temporal gyrus          64                     −16             −24               314    0.000
                     Left    Inferior temporal gyrus          −60                    −18             −28               351    0.000
                     Left    Superior temporal gyrus          −54                    −42             18                400    0.000
                     Right   Dorsolateral prefrontal cortex   42                     54              −12               285    0.002
                     Left    Dorsolateral prefrontal cortex   −40                    48              10                184    0.003
                     Left    Fusiform gyrus                   −42                    −76             −18               259    0.006
                     Right   Fusiform gyrus                   36                     −76             −18               248    0.008

*Peak MNI coordinates for the interaction contrast between group (meditators vs. controls) and condition (global target vs. local target). Clusters surviving FWE-corrected threshold *p *\< 0.05 (*F* = 30.2) and cluster size threshold *k* = 20*.

Results
=======

Behavioral performance
----------------------

In the cross-sectional study, meditators tended to perform the task faster than controls, with an overall advantage of ∼122 ms \[*F*~(1,14)~ = 4.28, *p* = 0.057, meditators: 421 ms, controls = 543 ms\]. This advantage was not accompanied by decrements in performance, as accuracy was similarly high in both groups, speaking against a speed-accuracy trade off, and pointing to an increased speed of processing in the meditator group. We found a significant effect of global precedence on reaction times \[RT; *F*~(1,14)~ = 23.47, *p* \< 0.01\] and on accuracy \[*F*~(1,14)~ = 7.13, *p* \< 0.05\]. As expected, targets appearing at the global level were detected, on average, 40 ms faster (global: 462.4, local: 501.4) but also more accurately (global: 98%, local: 96%) than targets appearing a the local level, replicating the typical global precedence effect (Navon, [@B39]; Han and Chen, [@B19]; Proverbio et al., [@B40]; Evans et al., [@B14]). Importantly, the size of the precedence effect significantly differed between meditators and controls \[*F*~(1,14)~ = 4.72, *p* \< 0.05\]. As can be seen from Figure [2](#F2){ref-type="fig"}A, the global precedence effect was more than halved in the meditators as compared to controls (global \< local, meditators: 21.5 ms, controls; 56.4 ms).

![**Behavioral results, cross-sectional, and longitudinal study**. **(A)** Results of the cross-sectional experiment. Reaction time for targets at the local and global level separated per group. In black: controls, in gray: meditators. The reaction time data shown here reveal a reduction in the global precedence effect in the meditation group as compared to the control group. **(B)** Behavioral results of the longitudinal study. Reaction time for targets at the local and global level separated per group and per session. In black: controls in gray: meditators. Solid lines correspond to session 1 and dashed lines correspond to session 2. In meditators, precedence was modulated by the retreat whereas there was no session effect in controls. Meditators with FA training responded faster to local stimuli before the retreat. After the OM retreat this effect was significantly reduced. Controls responded faster to global than to local stimuli, as expected.](fnhum-06-00133-g002){#F2}

In the longitudinal study, we observed a significant 3-way interaction \[group × target level × session (*F*~(1,10)~ = 6.6, *p* \< 0.05), see Figure [2](#F2){ref-type="fig"}B\]. Figure [2](#F2){ref-type="fig"}B shows RT for global and local targets separated per group and session. As in the cross-sectional study, the control group exhibited a typical global precedence effect, i.e., subjects detected global targets faster than local targets, and this effect did not change with sessions \[*T*(5) = 0.4, *p* = 0.7; 48.3 and 50.6 ms for sessions 1 and 2, respectively\]. In contrast, the meditators showed a significant modulation of the precedence effect as a function of the form of meditation practiced \[*T*(5) = 4, *p* = 0.01\]: As predicted, meditators with extensive FA meditation experience detected local targets significantly faster than global targets before the retreat (local \< global = 38.5 ms). However, after the 4-day OM meditation retreat, which is thought to train the enlargement of the focus of attention, the same subjects showed a strong reduction of local precedence (local \< global = 11 ms). No effect on accuracy was found in either group \[controls = (*T*(5) = 0.9, *p* = 0.41)\], \[meditators = (*T*(5) = 0.17, *p* = 0.87)\].

Together, these data show that the practice of meditation strongly affects the allocation of attentional resources in space, resulting in a significant reduction, or even complete reversal, of global precedence depending on the specific meditation style that is practiced. Meditators were also generally faster than non-meditators. As this occurs in the absence of any trade-off with accuracy, it suggests that meditation also affects the speed of processing. The results obtained in the longitudinal study are particularly reassuring as they rule out a common concern in meditation studies, i.e., selection bias.

ERP effects
-----------

To gain insight into how meditation affects the allocation of attentional resources in space and the speed of information processing, we compared ERP components between meditators and controls. In particular, we focused on the P1, N1, N2, and P3, which have previously been shown to be modulated by attentional selection in hierarchical processing (Han and Chen, [@B19]; Evans et al., [@B14]; Yamaguchi et al., [@B54]; Han et al., [@B21]; Volberg and Hubner, [@B51]).

P1 amplitude was higher for targets at the local level than for targets at the global level both in meditators and in controls \[*F*~(1,14)~ = 6.75, *p* \< 0.05, local = 1.28 μV \> global = 0.95 μV\]. This result is in line with previous studies indicating attentional selection of local target level information already during the P1 component (Evans et al., [@B14]; Han et al., [@B20]; Jiang and Han, [@B25]). Importantly, however, this effect differed between groups and hemisphere \[*F*~(1,14)~ = 4.77, *p* \< 0.05\] (see Figures [3](#F3){ref-type="fig"}B,C). ANOVAs per group revealed that in the control group P1 amplitude was higher for local than for global targets only in the left hemisphere \[*F*~(1,7)~ = 5.41, *p* = 0.053, local \> global, left 0.52 μV vs. global \> local, right 0.1 μV\], supporting a left hemispheric predominance for local target processing found in previous studies (Fink et al., [@B15]). In contrast, in meditators P1 amplitude was higher for local than for global target in both hemispheres \[*F*~(1,7)~ = 5.69, *p* \< 0.05; local = 1.9 μV \> global = 1.5 μV\]. Thus, in meditators local target information is selected at the level of the P1 in both the left and right hemispheres, while in controls selection was only found in the left hemisphere. This suggests that meditation already affects the earliest stages of information processing enabling simultaneous processing of both, local and global, target level information.

![**P1 component**. **(A)** Scalp topographies of the P1 component averaged over conditions, groups, and the P1 time period (55--90 ms). Black dots indicate the electrodes included in the analysis. **(B)** Average ERP waveform over all selected electrodes per condition and group. The P1 time window is marked by the dotted lines. Meditators are depicted in red, Controls in blue. Dark colored ERPs correspond to global targets, light colored ERPs correspond to local targets. **(C)** Bar plots show amplitude responses for each group (meditators/controls), target level (global/local) and hemisphere (left/right) averaged over the corresponding time period and electrodes. Error bars represent the SEM.](fnhum-06-00133-g003){#F3}

The amplitude of the N1 component was modulated by group, target level and hemisphere \[*F*~(1,14)~ = 4.9, *p* \< 0.05\]. As can be seen in Figure [4](#F4){ref-type="fig"}, in the meditator group N1 amplitude was larger for global targets than for local targets in the right hemisphere, but not in the left \[target level × hemisphere *F*~(1,7)~ = 6.03, *p* \< 0.05; global \> local, left 0.7 μV, right 1.4 μV\]. Right hemispheric predominance for global targets has also been found in previous studies (Fink et al., [@B15]). In contrast, in the control group N1 amplitude showed no sign of hierarchical selection in both hemispheres (all *p* \> 0.23). Together, these findings show that meditators were already selecting global targets in the right hemisphere at around 150 ms while controls were not, thus suggesting that meditators began processing global target information earlier than controls.

![**N1 component**. **(A)** Scalp topographies of the N1 component over conditions, groups, and the N1 time period (130--190 ms). Black dots represent the electrodes included in the analysis. **(B)** N1 waveforms. **(C)** Bar plots. All conventions as in Figure [3](#F3){ref-type="fig"}.](fnhum-06-00133-g004){#F4}

The amplitude of the N2 component was also modulated by target level, hemisphere, and group \[*F*~(1,14)~ = 7.03, *p* \< 0.05\]. As shown in Figure [5](#F5){ref-type="fig"}, in the meditators N2 amplitude was higher for global than local targets in the right hemisphere, while the opposite patterns was found in the left hemisphere, i.e., higher amplitude for local than global targets \[target level × hemisphere *F*~(1,7)~ = 11.5, *p* \< 0.05; local \> global, left = 0.2 μV; global \> local, right = 0.7 μV\]. In contrast, in the control group no signs of hierarchical processing were found in either hemisphere (all *p* \> 0.19). This finding suggests that only meditators were extracting global/local information during this time period.

![**N2 component**. **(A)** Scalp topographies of the N2 component over conditions, groups, and the N2 time period (200--250 ms). Black dots represent the electrodes included in the analysis. **(B)** N2 waveforms. **(C)** Bar plots. All conventions as in Figure [3](#F3){ref-type="fig"}.](fnhum-06-00133-g005){#F5}

P3 amplitude was higher for targets at the global level than for targets at the local in both groups \[*F*~(1,14)~ = 6.33, *p* \< 0.05, mean global = 4.64 μV, mean local = 4.19 μV, see Figures [6](#F6){ref-type="fig"}B,C\]. This supports previous findings of global target selection in the P3 time period (Dalrymple et al., [@B9]; Machinskaia et al., [@B34]).

![**P3 component**. **(A)** Scalp topographies of the P3 component over conditions, groups, and the P3 time period (250--400 ms). Black dots represent the electrodes included in the analysis. **(B)** P3 waveforms. **(C)** Bar plots show amplitude responses for each group (meditators/controls) and target level (global/local) averaged over the corresponding time period and electrodes. Error bars represent the SEM.](fnhum-06-00133-g006){#F6}

Thus, already at 400 ms meditators have processed hierarchical information (i.e., selection of local and/or global targets) earlier, more often, and have engaged more resources (as indicated by the absence of lateralization in the P1) than controls, which together suggest increased depth and speed of processing as a result of meditation practice.

Data-driven effects
-------------------

Although our experimental hypothesis focused on ERP components previously related to hierarchical processing, we conducted an exploratory analysis over the full montage of electrodes and time points because the pre-selection of electrodes, time periods, and components might have precluded important differences in hierarchical processing between groups. The exploratory analysis allowed us to map the sensors and time points during which responses exhibited target level related differences and then to compare the two groups for those regions and periods of interest. This procedure revealed five periods in which amplitudes differed between local and global targets: The earliest difference was observed at 45--75 ms over left temporo-occipital electrodes, with higher amplitudes for local than global targets (0.355 vs. 0.121 μV). Subsequently, higher amplitudes for local targets were also observed at 65--80 ms over frontal electrodes (0.43 vs. 0.037 μV). Later in the processing stream, response amplitudes were larger for global than for local targets over right occipital electrodes (−5.1 vs. −4.2 μV) at 140--190 ms and also over centroparietal electrodes (2.59 vs. 1.59 μV) at 255--290 ms. Finally, between 380 and 400 ms amplitudes were again larger for local than for global targets (2 vs. 1.19 μV) over centroparietal electrodes (see Figure [7](#F7){ref-type="fig"}). Thus, in line with the ERP components, higher amplitudes for local targets were observed earlier in the processing stream and predominantly over the left hemisphere. In contrast, global targets elicited higher amplitudes later on and were mostly right lateralized.

![**Data-driven analysis based on precedence mapping**. Each head plot shows the electrodes exhibiting an effect of precedence averaged over the corresponding time period. Each panel, **(A--E)**, shows the amplitude difference between local and global targets (local--global) averaged over the corresponding time period and electrodes. Meditators are shown in red, controls in blue. Error bars represent the SEM.](fnhum-06-00133-g007){#F7}

For all identified time periods and electrodes there was a significant interaction between group and target level \[period 1 (45--75 ms, *F*~(1,14)~ = 9.79, *p* \< 0.01), period 2 (65--80 ms, *F*~(1,14)~ = 16.24, *p* \< 0.001), period 3 (140--190 ms, *F*~(1,14)~ = 4.62, *p* \< 0.05), period 4 (255--290 ms, *F*~(1,14)~ = 4.62, *p* \< 0.05), period 5 (380--400 ms, *F*~(1,14)~ = 9.04, *p* \< 0.05)\]. Planned comparison revealed differential response amplitudes for global and local targets in periods 1--3 and 5 for meditators that were not significant in controls (see Figure [7](#F7){ref-type="fig"}; period 1, 2, 3, 5 all *p* \< 0.01 in meditators and all *p* \> 0.068 in controls). In period 4, i.e., between 255 and 290 ms, both groups revealed larger response amplitudes for global than for local targets \[meditators: *T*(7) = 4.44, *p* \< 0.01; controls: *T*(7) = 2.3, *p* = 0.054\]; however, this difference was more pronounced in meditators than in controls (see Figure [7](#F7){ref-type="fig"}D).

The topography and latency of the effect found between 45 and 75 ms coincides with an early time period within the P1, in which increased response amplitude to local targets was also observed in both groups. Combined with the exploratory analysis, it suggests earlier selection of local targets in the meditator group as this effect was only observed in meditators in the early time window (45--75 ms). In addition, the topography and latency of the effect found between 140 and 190 ms coincides with the N1. Exactly like the N1, we found that meditators had increased response amplitude for global targets with a right lateralized response. In contrast to the early response to global target observed during the N1 time window in meditators, controls only begin to show global selection at a later time point, between 255 and 290 ms. Together, these data indicates electrophysiological markers of local/global target selection with an earlier latency in meditators than in controls. In addition, evidence of local selection between 45 and 75 ms, 65--80 ms, and 380--400 ms and global selection between 140 and 190 ms in the meditators but not in the controls suggests that while meditators are processing target level information at several different levels, controls are only processing global information once in the processing stream, at 255--290 ms, a time period that overlaps with the P3.

### Correlation

We found a significant correlation between the degree of global/local differences in the reaction times and the degree of global/local differences in ERP amplitudes at 60--85 ms over frontal electrodes (*R* = −0.576, *p* = 0.02) and again at 380--480 ms over centroparietal electrodes (*R* = −0.644, *p* = 0.007). Those subjects with a smaller "global precedence effect" in the reaction time data also had larger amplitude increases for local targets relative to global targets at 60--85 and 380--480 ms. This was not the case for any of the other time windows (*p* \> 0.05; Figure [8](#F8){ref-type="fig"}).

![**Brain behavior correlations**. This figure shows the pearson correlation between the amount of precedence in the average RT and the amount of precedence in ERP amplitude, per subject. Precedence is measured by the reaction time or amplitude for local targets minus the reaction time or amplitude for global targets. **(A)** Shows a significant negative correlation between precedence in the ERP and precedence in RT between 60 and 85 ms. **(B)** Shows a significant negative correlation between 380 and 400 ms. As precedence in the reaction time decreases, precedence in the amplitude of the ERP increases.](fnhum-06-00133-g008){#F8}

Distributed source reconstruction
---------------------------------

Taken together, the ERP components and the exploratory analysis point to earlier processing of target level information as well as increased depth of processing, i.e., more frequent target level selection and engagement of additional (neural) processing resources in meditators than in controls. To explore the neural sources underlying the improvement in performance in the global-to-local task observed in meditators we performed Bayesian distributed source reconstruction analysis in four selected time periods (45--90, 130--190, 200--250, and 250--400 ms). These time periods subsume periods of the component based and the exploratory analysis. An interaction contrast between groups (meditators, controls) and target level (global, local) was performed for each period. This interaction contrast revealed brain areas for which target level effects were different between the two groups. To understand whether these differences were driven by higher activation in the meditation group or in the control group, we performed separate *t*-tests between the two target level conditions, per group. Reported results were all significant at *p* \< 0.05, FWE corrected for multiple comparisons. Table [1](#T1){ref-type="table"} contains the MNI coordinates for all sources identified in the interaction contrast, separated per period of interest. Given the uncertainty surrounding available reconstruction techniques, these results are exploratory and should be interpreted with caution. The results presented below should then be considered rough estimates of the underlying sources since our analysis did not consider individual differences in head shape or differences in brain anatomy, further limiting the spatial resolution of the source reconstruction.

Figure [9](#F9){ref-type="fig"}A shows the results of the interaction contrast for the time period between 45 and 90 ms. Two significant clusters are observed: one in the left temporal parietal junction (TPJ) and another in the left dorsolateral prefrontal cortex (DLPFC). Both regions have previously been reported to be active during attention to global/local stimuli (Fink et al., [@B15]). Further *t*-tests showed that meditators were engaging the left TPJ more for local relative to global processing while controls were not (Figure [A1](#FA1){ref-type="fig"}A in Appendix). In the following time period (130--190 ms) we observed widespread differences across multiple cortical areas, spanning frontal, parietal, temporal, and occipital regions including the anterior cingulate cortex, precuneus and inferior occipital gyrus (Figure [9](#F9){ref-type="fig"}B) that have previously been found activated during other global-to-local tasks where the distractor is incongruent with the target (Weissman et al., [@B53]). *t*-Tests showed that these regions were more active for global target processing in meditators but not in controls (Figure [A1](#FA1){ref-type="fig"}B in Appendix). Between 200 and 250 ms a significant cluster of differential activation was found in the left inferior parietal lobe (Figure [9](#F9){ref-type="fig"}C). *t*-Tests revealed that meditators displayed increased activation for global targets in the right and left middle temporal gyrus and predominantly in the left occipital regions for local targets. No effect was observed in controls (Figure [A1](#FA1){ref-type="fig"}C in Appendix). Finally, during the 250--400 ms window differences were primarily localized to bilateral clusters in temporal, occipital, and frontal regions, corresponding to the inferior temporal gyrus, inferior occipital/fusiform gyrus and DLPFC (Figure [9](#F9){ref-type="fig"}D), in line with previous studies (Fink et al., [@B15]; Weissman et al., [@B53]). Again, *t*-tests revealed differential (global \> local) activation in the meditation group but not in the control group (Figure [A1](#FA1){ref-type="fig"}D in Appendix). This increase in activation for global target stimuli was found in inferior frontal regions. The overlap between the localization of activation patterns in the *t*-tests and the interaction contrast and the finding that target level differences could be found in the meditators but not in the controls suggests that the interaction effects found were indeed driven by increased target level effects in the meditation relative to the control population.

![**Source reconstruction**. Areas showing a significant group by target level effect, *p* \< 0.05, FWE-corrected. **(A)** Interaction effects were found between 45 and 90 ms, corresponding to the latency of the P1, in the left TPJ and DLPFC; **(B)** between 130 and 190 ms, corresponding to the latency of the N1, in the inferior frontal, occipital, and temporal gyri; **(C)** between 200 and 250 ms, corresponding to the latency of the N2, in the inferior parietal lobe and finally **(D)** between 250 and 400 ms, corresponding to the latency of the P3, in the DLPFC, fusiform, and inferior temporal gyri. See Table [1](#T1){ref-type="table"} for MNI coordinates and number of voxels.](fnhum-06-00133-g009){#F9}

Discussion
==========

In summary, this study provides direct evidence that meditation alters spatial attention: while controls showed the typical global precedence effect, i.e., slower response times to local level targets as compared to global level targets (Navon, [@B39]), this effect was significantly reduced in the meditators. These results are in line with the hypothesis that meditation improves the allocation of attention in space and the ability to adjust the focus of attention from the larger, global pattern to the fine grained detail of an image. That is, meditation might alter the spatial distribution of attention by virtue of easing how fast the focus of attention is engaged and disengaged between spatial locations. Meditators did not only exhibit a strongly reduced global precedence effect, they were also overall much faster than controls, with an average advantage of more than 100 ms. This effect cannot be explained by a speed-accuracy trade-off in the meditator population, as accuracy was overall very high and comparable between groups. Altogether, these results suggest increased speed of processing along with improvements in the distribution of attentional resources in the meditator population.

As expected, the two different types of meditation investigated here, FA and OM meditation, affected spatial attention differently. Meditators proficient in FA meditation, a practice expected to decrease the aperture of attention, showed faster responses to local target levels than to global target levels. However, upon completing a 4-day OM meditation retreat, the facilitation of local target selection washed out, concurring with the idea that OM meditation acts to expand the aperture of attention (Lutz et al., [@B32]). Finally, meditators proficient in both FA and OM meditation revealed a reduction in global precedence and in overall reaction times, indicating that training both types of meditation facilitates local and global level processing and the ability to rapidly adjust the aperture of attention in response to task demands. Previous work supports the notion that different meditation styles affect attention differently (Valentine and Philip, [@B47]; Jha et al., [@B24]; Lutz et al., [@B32]). For instance, it has been shown that while both FA and OM meditation enhance performance in a sustained attention task when stimuli are expected, only practitioners with experience in OM meditation show superior performance when stimuli are unexpected (Valentine and Philip, [@B47]). Altogether, this data suggests that FA and OM meditation have distinct effects on attention: while FA meditation trains more FA, OM meditation trains more distributed attention. For this reason, when investigating the effects of meditation on cognition, the homogeneity of the population under investigation is of crucial importance and the abilities trained during the specific practice must match the abilities necessary for the task.

To shed light on the functional changes underlying the improvements in performance in the meditator population we investigated the time course of electrophysiological signals related to hierarchical processing, combined with source localization to estimate the neural origin of those changes. The first signs of hierarchical processing were found during the time window of the P1 component. Concurring with previous studies, we found that controls and meditators exhibited higher P1 amplitudes in response to local targets than to global targets, suggesting that local information is already processed at the level of the P1 (Han and Chen, [@B19]; Evans et al., [@B14]; Han et al., [@B20]). Furthermore, neuroimaging and neuropsychological studies point to hemispheric asymmetries during hierarchical stimulus processing, with local target selection predominantly involving the left hemisphere, and global target selection primarily involving the right hemisphere (Robertson et al., [@B42]; Fink et al., [@B15]; Proverbio et al., [@B40]; Evans et al., [@B14]; Yamaguchi et al., [@B54]). This left hemispheric bias for local target selection has also been shown to occur as early as during the P1 (Evans et al., [@B14]). Our results confirm these previous findings by showing both increased P1 amplitude in response to local targets and a left hemispheric predominance in the control group. Importantly, the first differences between meditators and controls were already found in the P1 component. Meditators showed an earlier amplitude modulation, already at 45--75 ms. Additionally, the P1 enhancement to local targets occurred bilaterally and was not biased to the left. The bilateral P1 response is particularly interesting as it suggest on the one hand increased allocation of resources for the processing of local level information, but also the breakdown of the typical hemispheric asymmetry observed in controls. These findings point to an earlier uptake of local target information in meditators along with increased depth of local target information processing.

Similarly, previous work has shown that responses to global targets are enhanced during the time period of the P3 over centroparietal electrodes, suggesting that global target information is selected at the level of the P3 (Han et al., [@B21]; Dalrymple et al., [@B9]; Machinskaia et al., [@B34]). Our results replicate this finding in both the meditation and the control group. However, meditators already showed an effect of global target selection about 150 ms earlier during the N1 time period over occipito-temporal electrodes, which was absent in controls. Global target selection during the N1 time period has been previously reported, but mostly under conditions in which the to-be-attended level is known in advance (directed attention condition), e.g., when subjects are asked to detect a target exclusively at the global level while ignoring the local elements (Proverbio et al., [@B40]; Machinskaia et al., [@B34]). This earlier selection is thought to be related to top--down gain control mechanisms that boost global level information. As earlier processing of global shape was observed in meditators, this supports the notion of an earlier uptake of information in this population, this time for global targets, suggesting that meditation changed early sensory processing of both local (P1) and global targets (N1). Changes in sensory processing have previously been found in meditators, such as superior performance on a visual line discrimination task (MacLean et al., [@B35]). However, these changes have only been measured at the behavioral level. Here, we report evidence of functional changes in the brain associated with changes in the timing and magnitude of early visual components (P1, N1) in meditators with likely sources in the temporoparietal junction, inferior parietal lobe, inferior temporal gyrus, and inferior occipital gyrus.

In addition to the finding that meditators showed evidence of target level selection earlier in time, the current results further suggest that meditators were also able to process target level information at an increased depth as compared to controls. Here, we used the concept of depth of processing to refer to the increase in neural information processing which presumably reflects more elaborate processing at the functional level (Dehaene et al., [@B11]). This increase in information processing is evident from the finding that meditators showed more frequent target selection of both local and global target stimuli: While meditators showed enhanced ERP amplitudes in response to local targets in three different time periods during the processing stream \[P1, N2, and during the later part of the P3 (380--400 ms)\], controls only showed evidence of local information selection at the level of the P1. In addition, meditators showed evidence of global target selection during the N1, N2, and P3, whereas controls only showed global target selection effects at the level of the P3. Thus, by 400-ms post stimulus onset, meditators had shown local and global selection effects three times more often than controls. In face of the behavioral advantage observed in meditators, the earlier target level selection observed in the early visual components (P1, N1), the bilateral response at the level of the P1, the more frequent processing of target level information, the concurrent but hemispherically segregated processing of local and global information during the N2 time window, and finally the activation of higher order areas, e.g., frontal and parietal regions but also higher order sensory regions all point to an increased depth of processing and better allocation of attentional resources in the meditation population.

Our distributed source reconstruction further supports the hypothesis that meditation improves the ability to allocate attention in space. Neural sources of the electrical signals mostly localized to cortical networks that have previously been related to the allocation of attention during global/local processing (Fink et al., [@B15]; Yamaguchi et al., [@B54]; Weissman et al., [@B53]). This network comprises the TPJ, DLPFC and parietal regions that have previously been shown to be activated during attentional selection in hierarchical processing and have been linked to the top--down allocation of attention during the task (Fink et al., [@B15]; Yamaguchi et al., [@B54]; Weissman et al., [@B53]). The increased engagement of the temporoparietal junction is particularly interesting, as activity in this area has been found in hierarchical divided attention task where the level at which the target will appear is uncertain (Fink et al., [@B15]), as in our task. In particular, its activation has been related to attentional control processes which enhance neural responses in sensory cortices, thereby boosting local/global processing. In contrast, parietal regions have been implied in suppressing distractors in global-to-local tasks (Mevorach et al., [@B37]). Selection of global or local elements entails enhancement of the relevant level but also suppression of the irrelevant, distracting, level. Significantly, parietal activation was observed in the N2 time window, in which higher amplitude for local targets where observed over left occipital sensors and higher amplitudes for global targets over right sensors. In line with previous neuroimaging studies (Mevorach et al., [@B37]), we hypothesize that parietal cortices suppress the irrelevant target level information leading to selection and detection of the target on the appropriate level. Previous studies further support the hypothesis that meditation enhances top--down control processes (Brefczynski-Lewis et al., [@B3]; Chan and Woollacott, [@B5]; Jha et al., [@B24]; van den Hurk et al., [@B48]), and along those lines, even anatomical changes (increased cortical thickness) in frontal cortex have been observed as a result of meditation (Lazar et al., [@B28]).

In laboratory settings a participant can learn to engage attention onto a target or to disengage attention from a distracter more efficiently (Chun, [@B6]; Kelley and Yantis, [@B27]). However, such learning is often highly specific to the stimulus parameters and the task that is trained. Contrary to this, during meditation the practitioner does not only direct attention to one specific stimulus type during one specific task but rather attends to many different stimuli of various types and domains that occur in different mental contexts (Slagter et al., [@B43]). This characteristic appears to be central for the general effect obtained in meditation. In fact, current proposals state that greater transfer across contexts is a function of the constant switching between processing priorities and stimulus material (Bherer et al., [@B2]). This may explain why the abilities that are trained during meditation are not specific to the training context but rather generalize across many different tasks and contexts. For instance, Slagter et al. ([@B44]) found that by training the mechanisms of engagement and disengagement, meditators could more efficiently allocate attentional resources in time. By reducing the allocation of attentional resources to the first target item in an attentional blink paradigm, as reflected in a reduction in the P3b, meditators had sufficient resources available to more effectively process a second target item (Slagter et al., [@B44]). Here, we show that developing these skills does not only alter attention in the temporal but also in the spatial domain. However, there is an important difference between our findings and those of Slagter et al. ([@B44]). Namely, while they showed that decreasing the attentional resources devoted to T1 enhances performance, our data points to an earlier processing of information and an enhanced depth of processing. While previous reports and ours suggest that meditation exerts general effects on attention, it is yet unclear whether those benefits might come at a cost. Similar improvements in cognitive functions such as attention, visual discrimination, and decision making have been observed in video game playing, alongside with undesirable outcomes, such as an increased risk of addictive behavior (Bavelier et al., [@B1]). In contrast, meditation is proposed to foster emotional processing and well-being (Lutz et al., [@B31]). While the latter points to an advantage of meditation over other forms of training, it is important to keep in mind that the limits and undesirable outcomes involved in meditation have not yet been extensively explored. Future research directly investigating those aspects will be extremely valuable. In addition, it remains a challenge to identity the specific aspects of the practice of meditation that train attention, as well as the underlying neural mechanism that govern those plastic changes. Identifying these aspects may allow for the development of mental training programs which could be used in clinical and educational programs, allowing to bridge basic research with more applied context.

Although this study offers a unique opportunity to investigate brain plasticity in a homogenous population of monks and nuns, the current results must be interpreted with caution as sample sizes were small. In addition, it could be argued that these results merely reflect a bias in the selection of individuals with differing behavioral dispositions or even different lifestyles. This is very unlikely because the behavioral modulation found in the longitudinal study further demonstrates that meditation does affect spatial attention. Given this finding and evidence from other longitudinal studies that meditation is the causal factor in changes in attention (Slagter et al., [@B44]; Lutz et al., [@B33]), it seems most likely that the behavioral and electrophysiological differences found in our cross-sectional design represent changes in attentional skills that are trained during meditation and do not reflect a selection bias. Finally, we showed that individual differences in the global precedence effect covaried with the magnitude of the neural global vs. local effect, providing further support for the interpretation that our results are driven by changes in attention and not by changes in another factor such as motivation.

Summary
=======

Our results show that meditation can enhance performance on a hierarchical spatial attention task and that changes in spatial attention can already occur after a 4-day meditation intervention. Amplitude changes in the early P1 and N1 components indicate an earlier uptake of information in the meditators. Furthermore, the increased frequency at which target information was selected and the increased engagement of cortical networks previously related to the allocation of attention during global/local processing (Fink et al., [@B15]; Yamaguchi et al., [@B54]; Weissman et al., [@B53]), in the meditation population suggests both an increased depth of processing and an improved top--down allocation of attention in space.
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![**Source reconstruction**. Areas showing a significant target level effect, *p* \< 0.05, FWE-corrected for meditators and controls separately. The analysis per group further validates the interaction effects observed in Figure [9](#F9){ref-type="fig"}, as the global vs. local effects are mostly found in the meditator group.](fnhum-06-00133-a001){#FA1}
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